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* A.systemwide zero-base budget review summary is forwarded herewijﬁ/in response to

C.R.T. 1973, Secticr Z-?—:T (2) and a letter, datez July 24, 1978, frorm

Leow e

Ropresentative A-~hu~ (. Herzherger, then Chairman of +he Joint Budget Committee

Tre zoro-baze raviews 2¢ the ccllegjes have consumed @ substantial amount of staff
time. and rezources,  EBoin oon ?he part of the colleqges and the Stafe Board's

Civisicn of Commurity Coliege We believe thzs™ the resulvant reports, in +Tander,
renrecent 2 valid review of fhb accropriatec ope.a.lngvbase of the State's sycfem

¢t commarity 2nd junior colleges.

sing, we ~ish tc express our appreciation for the assistance provided by
drew Walilach o¢ yvour staff. | you should have additional questions or

e furtre~ clarification of this report or thcse su*mlffed by the co'legas,
pt=a.c ‘ezl free fc call upon us,

qincelelv; v
/J./ Ml / Kkﬂ
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SECTION

INTRODUCT ION

Section 2-3-20 (2), 1973 C.R.S., states that a zero-base budaet’

analysis shall be completed for each State agency or institution a minimum of

;

once every five years. Pursuant to this sTaTuﬁe and at the request of
Fecresenta*ive Arthur C. Herzbercer, then Chairman of the Colorado General
'Assembly[szJoinT Pudaet Committee, in a féf?er dated July 24, 1978, the
Colorado sfafe.sysfeE coﬁmunify and junior colleges have conducted zero-tase
tudget reviews ot Theif Fy 1¢73-7% ogerafions and submitted FeporTs Thereon.
%he purpose of this document is to summarize the institutional reports
for subsequent analyseé at the Stait®e level. AddiTiohall;, an earlier ddéumenf,'

entitled FY 1978-79 Budqet Overview, was prepared and submitted to provide

s . systemwide and historical perspectives. These efforts seem warranted because

of +he like nature of these institutions, and the facts that they are part of

and operate as a system within the larger Colorado postsecondary educztion

commgnffy. It shouldé%lso be noted, here, that The Colorado Community Junior

Colleqe FY 1979-80 Budget Digest is considered an‘imporTanT supplement to

these documents and the institutional reports, as are the various FY 1979-80

~operating budget requests and the zero-tase budget reviews of capital outlay.
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' SECTIC»JI1

CLIENTELE CHARACTERISTICS

gxhibit 1-presents a 5ummé}y of Theﬁcharacferis?icﬁ of +hose served
! byVCoIorado’shsTaTe sysfém commuriity junior colleges in appropriated pfograms.
The following data merit specific aTTenTioﬁ:
' According to A Plan and a Process for Posisecondary Education.in

Cclorado, 1978-79 Through 1982~83, Access and Quality, prepared by
~-e Colorado Commission on Higher Education:

a. .Over 500,000 adults, or approximately 20% of the State's
total populatior, do not possess the equivalent of a high
school diploma;-~ K

ond

b. Worker demand will exceed supply in 18 of 22 occupational
areas requii'ing a postsecondary education of two vears or
less during the period 1977-1982, and the need for

. retraining and upgrad...g opportunities will continue as a
- - result of economic development and technological change;
and ] - 4

3

O

FPopulation growth is projected in, the service areas of four
.of +the State svstem institutions and three local district
colleges; additionally, two other State system college
sarvice areas may experience growth related tc industrial
cevelopment, one of which could witness a significant
_population increase, ard-a third service area is now under
‘review by industry; ’

2. BSased upon a review of institutional clien*ele characteristics:.

The majority of students served are. part-time (i.e. credit
hour loads of less than 12 hours in a2 term). ' The recent
_trend tawards greater numbers of part-time, 2¢ opposed to
 full-time, students is, we believe, reflective of a strong
Colorado economy; This trend also has fiscal implications
in t2rms of headcoun*-intensive susport functions (e.g.

counseling, business office, srtudent records, etc.);

a1}

cr

"The largest number of students <cerved fall within the 21-29
year old age range, with a median age of 27. Thic is signi-
ficant in that approximately 17% of +the State population
. ' was in this age range in 1976, and the range is projected
- to"increase by nearly 40% in 1985. (Other ¢students are
distributed almost equally above and below this age range;
c. .91.5% of enrolled student herdcount are Cciorade residents. -

These students generate 92.2% of student FIL;
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.. The male/female mix is approximately 50/50. “in 1976, males
comprised nearly 51% of the State's total population.. Thus,
it would appear that the two-year sector has been responsive
to the needs of women now seePlng postsecondary educaTJonal
opportunities; o

o
a

4

e. 17.5% of the students -served by the STaTe system communlfy
junior colteqes are minority. . Thid approximates the State-
w1de popu!a.lon COMDOSITIOH,

f. 31% of flnanCIal aid appllcanfs come from families earning
less than $3,000 per year, and 51% are from families earning
75 - less than $£6,000; and -

g. In terms of credit hour oroduction, academic programs
" ccmprise 40.4%, vocational programs 55.2% and remednal/
devehopmenfal programs 4.4%.

-
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EXHIBIT 1
STATE SYSTEM COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGES

- ", CLIENTELE CHARACTERISTICS

A.' Clientels -~ Student Headcount * .

-

‘Average Student Headcount (Academic Year, FY 1978-79) 29,858
Full-tire Students . = . ’ 41.1%
Part-time -Students ] o - 58.9%
‘Median Age- | o , - ©o7
Residents Ny . ’ » , 91.5%
Non-residents - ‘ . 3.5%
‘Male - - R . . 5C.0%
Female . o : . 50.0%
) Minor.ity T : e C17.2%
Non-minor ity e . 2.8%

Family Income Category (Financlal Aid Applicants):

$ . 0-,%2,999 - 31.0%
$ 3,000 - § 5,999 . : ' . .20.0%
$ 6,000 -8 7,999 : ‘ " 10.0%
$8,000 - § 9,999 _ ) T 9.0%
$10,00C - $11,999 - - . o 7.0%
$12,000 and over . : ) ) 23.0%

B. Clientele -~ Student FTE

: Fiscal Year FTE - Appropriated FY 1978-79 | 21,020.0
. Resident . ' 92.2%
Non-resident : : o 7.8%
fcademic/Vocationa|/Remedial _ ) 40.4%/55.2%/4 .47

. .« = L] .




’ o E SECTYON 111 e -
) SUMMARY. BUDGET DATA T
_ In %hos section some SUEmary budge+ data are pre%an,ed for the State
) sysfé;Mof commJnufy Junlor coll=ge "The sehflcn is duvzded into Two par1s
; | _ TAe first contains a brief descripf}on of The.currenT (FY 1578-/9) budgetary
status of the STaTe;fysTem. The data included therein and some'relafed
observations are iqurfanf, in that FY41973;79 appcopﬁi;;ions compris% the
base or '00% ac%?vlfy level for +hevzé"o-—basa budge+ feview: Addi*ional
.information in this regard is presented in the "Colorado Chmmunlfy. unior
T ' College FY 1979—80 Budget Digest,” the various operafnng buégef request

. documents and. the institutional zerc-basé budget reviews:
The secoﬁ% part of this section includes summaries «f the zero-bases
budget review reports submitted .by The'cé!leqes. kgain, some observations

sia!l be made con\ernung the. sysTemwide impacts of operéfing'a+ the 50% and’

70% ac+IVITy lavels. Addlflonally, FY 1979-80 requests for the system shall

.briefly be reviewed,. - ' .

‘e

A. - Current Status -- State System Institutions '
' . " The curreﬁt‘year approﬁriated enrc11ment level for the system
: : is 21,020 FTE.
2. Whereas FTE enrollments are now relatively stabléﬂ the number
. of 'student headcount served has iicreased. Thus, more part-time
' ‘*‘“students are being served, a fact which appears to be heavily
influenced by the low unemployment rates in Colorado.

3. Approximately g4% of;the studenté served in the system are resi-
dents. Therefore,-Staiz funds are almost solely ‘dedicated to
providing yostsecondary educational services tc Colorado citizens,
esperially when cousidering nonresident tuition pclicies.

L. Appropria’te =xpenditures, including estimated needs for central
-pot allocatiors, equal $36,116,411 in FY 1978-79.

5. The weighted average operéting cost per FTE student is currently
$1,639, $639 or 28.1% less than in the baccalaureate sector.
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The welghted average student/professuona] staff ratio in resident .

'nstructlon ls 20‘4/1‘or 12. l higher: than in' the bacca]aureate
sector. . R .os .
S . .

Communlty coTTege FTE enroi]nents have increased by 59.2% since
FY 1972~ 73, or 9. 9/ per year on the average. :

The _average number of student headcount served per term has’
increased by 58.0% since FY 1972~ 73, or an average growth of
9.7% per year.

The'weighted average cost per FTF student has increased by L. 6%
since FY 19 -73 or by an average of 7. b/ per year.

N

. The we|ghted average general fund support per FTE student has
~increased by 30.8% since FY 1972- 73, or by an average of only
-, 5.1% per year - .

‘Workloads in support as, as |1lustrated by the followlng

changes in average studen headcount-to-FTE staff ratios, have
increased dramatncally slhce FY 1972 73:
N\

a. An increase of 17.26‘|n general adininistration;
b. An increase of 26.6% .in student serviceés; an _
n " N . - s— .

c. An increase of 19.9% in libraries. - - . L

Additfooally, workloads have increased hy an even,greater'amgﬁnt

~ than these data imply, since the average student headcount factsr

obscures the fact that, in the.two- year sector, manyddifferent
|nd|v1duals are served in comparison to this data element’ than jn
other sectors. ‘For example, serving one student in each of three-
quarters requlres somewhav less effort than serving ‘three dif-
ferent-individuals during this time neriod, even though both
instances equate to one (1) on an averdge student headcount basis.

Capital outlay appropriations have declined in total by 10.6%
since FY 1972-73 and by 43.9% on a per FTE student basis. -

GSF malrta|ned for appropr|ated programs per FTE staff ln physical
plant operatlon and maintenance have lnrreased bv 6.2% si ince

- FY 1972 73.

Tk

" Gene-al fund monles allocated to the State system communlty JUHIOF

college for dperatuons have increased:by 7.6% less than the -

increase- in totni general fund allocations.since FY 1972-73. This - "

has resulted in the system's share of the State general fund
dec]qﬂlng by 4.2% during this time period. D o d

Colorado full-tlme res:dent tuition rates have lncreased by an

- average of 10.9% per year since the beg|nn|ng of the decade.
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16. There has-been an iincrease in the consumer price index of 64.6%
from July 1972 to July 1978, or an average increase of 10-8% per
year.* Thus, 'real' per FTE support in-terms of units purchased

. -has therPfore declined during this period in the two-year sector
o (see items 9 through 13 for comparison). This problem is further
compounded by the double digit finflaction” currently being-

experienced. . - v

~

B. Zero-Base Budgét-Review, A" Summary of lInstitutional Reports

» Exhibits 2-5 present summaries of the State system commuﬁity junior.

colleges' dec1510n packages for'the 50%, 70%, 100% and FY 1979 ~-30 budget

-

requzst activity levels. The follon1ng observatlons are derlved from these
/’ .

. exhibits and the institutiondl reports. -
- 1. The cost per FTE student increases as the .system moves from\tha
- 100% level to tha 70% and 50% levels. Total expenditures per
FTE increase by 2.5% from 100% to 50%. - ' . ..,
2. Total,expenditures pef'staff FTE |ncréase by 5% as ‘the system . :
moves from the 1006 level to the 50% level and by 2.2% from 100%

LA to 7C%.
" 3. The_impacts'notes'ln 'W'tand 2" are derlvedvprlmarlly from two
factors, the first being seniority and State Perscanal Department

rules. and regulatlons and the second resulting from costs of a
fi»ed or quasi-fixed nature.
TN . T
-b. The resident instruction programs consume a greater percentage
of insti*utiornal budgets as the system moves from the 50% to the

# 70% and 100% activity levels. However, th's trend is reversed
.. at"the FY 1979-80 request level because of _requests for capital
outlay replacement funding. . ///f
- 5. The following data merit comment: (

a. The colleges are requesting a 17 8% increase in general
adninistrative funding. However, as an 11.8% increase in
staffing is requevted, it is important to note that most
of the requests are for the purposes of complying with. the
rules, reguiations and reporting requirements of external
agencnes Compliance is now difficult and |ncrea51ngly

" burdensome and could not occur below the 100% aculv1ty
level. -

v

e

G o~ . . S .
*Cr! for wage earners and clerical workers in thz Denver metropolitan area.
Ll . .

-
i3

©
.
ot




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

b. A 27.1% funding increase and a 22.6% staffing increase are
"requested in the student services categbryy Thus, here
‘again, staff dominate the request. The positions are needed
because of the diversity of our clientele, Section 504

requirements, increases in student “headcount/FTE” ratios
and the like. The demand for student services is increasing
dramatically. '

c. - The library and physical piant operation and maintenance ’
areas are similar to the above. Library staff are required
for purposes of implementing and/pr enhancing audio-visual
services and_serving the unique needs of two-year college
students (more interaction between students and staff is
required). In the plant area, staff are required for pre-
ventive maintenance purposes to p otect the State's invest-
ment in its capital assets. 7*:”/

At the 70% activity level and again in the FY 1979-80 request,

remedial instruction assumes -clatively greater importance than

the other instructional program areas. ’

The pattern of utility expenditures in the various activity levels
suggests that these costs are becoming largely fixed in nature.

The need for core funding in several program activities (e.g.
academic instruction, general administration, plant operation and
maintenance, data processing and so forth) is reflected by the
fact that they consume a relatively larger percentage of insti-
tutional -budgets, both in amount and staffing, at lower activity
levels. - : ’ a

The colieges, in sum, elected to preserve quality in their
educational offerlngs and support ‘Tevels in movung from the 100%
activity Ieve] to the 70% and 50% levels..

g
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STATE SYSTEM COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGES

EXHIBIT 2

DECISION PACXAGES, A RECAP - DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS

‘#% Data’are from budget documents

tlons.

v

FY 1679-80, Trinidad's Special

.

-9-

Purpose Programs.

_FOTE: Morgan {ormunity College data are excluded.

14

LEVEL OF ACTIVITY
50% 70% 100% FY 1979-80
A. Resident Instruction:
Academic Instruction $ 3,871,529 | § 5,185,811 }'S$ 7,653,193 | $ 8,826,117
Vocational Instruction © 5,075,546 8,127,648 12,379,433 14,772,979
Remedial/Developmental P
Instruction 466,215 808,701 1,120,300 1,520,984
Total,
Resident Instruction € 9,413,290 | $14.122,160 $£21,152,926 SZSEIZOECBO
B. Objects of Expenditure:
' Personal SerQ!ges $14,006, 438 $19,948,434 $29,849,650 854 983,046
Operating Expenses 1,599,924 2,165,249 | -~ 2,996,583 // 3, 756 359
- Travel ' 85,873 © 120,099 185,753 ,153
" Learning Materials 258,649 339,749 448,220 595 O“O
Utitities 566,727 823, 345 1,070,095 1,293,953
Capital Outlay 527,276 609,858 729,337 . 2,231,520
Rentals —— ——= — 38,000
' Tofal; . .
Objects of Expenditure $17,238,011 €24,133,468 | $34,476,084 | $43 270 731'
c. Program Activities:~ :
Academic Instruction $ 3,871,520 | ¢ 5,185,811 | § 7,653,193 | ¢ 8,826,!
Vocatlonal Instruction: 5,075,546 8,127,648 12,379,433 14,772,
- Remeﬁnal/oeveloomenfal -
. instruction . 46€,215 808, 701 1,120,300 - 1,520,934
- General Administration 1,873,266 2,449,912 3,244,283 3,822,747
Student Services 1,37€,058 1,977,000 2,762,929 3,510,730
Data Processing Services 685,806 799,325 970,244 1,230,124
Librarles 536,058 704,650 1,032,596 1,514,00€
Learning Materials 258,649 339,749 448,220 595, 000**
Physica! Plant_Operation
& Maintenance 1,557,757 1,369,725 2,462,008 2,895,914
Utilities 666,727 - 823,345 1,070,093 1,293,953
Capitai Outlay - 527,276 €09,853 729,237 2,231,520
Rentals ‘93,124 126,734 196,448 228,700
Extraordinary I[tems - - - 59,938
Other Programs® 250,000 311,000 407,000 77€,019
Totoly Pcégram Activities| $17,238.011 | $24,133,468 | $34,476,084 | £43,278,73!
"% Jncluces: CCD's Center for the Physically Disadvantaged and In FY 1975-79 and

and were developed pursuant to the budset instruc-
-Because of timlng, the recently revised formula budgeting ouldelnnes are
ot refiected therein.



EXHIBIT 3 '
STATE.SYSTEM COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGES

DECISION PACKAGES, A RECAP - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS

LEVEL OF ACTIV:TY
sog | 70% j002 | FY 1979-80
A. Recident Ihsfrucflon:
Academlc Instructicn 41.1% ] 36.7% 36.2% 35.14
Vocational instruction ' - 53.9 57.6 58.5 58.8
Remedlal/Developmental : .
Instruction 5.0 1 5.7 5.3 6.1
Total, Resident Instruction ~’ 100.0¢ | 1c0.0% 100.0¢ 1€6.0%
8. 'Objects of Expenditure: .
Personal Services 81.3% 82.7% 63.7% 80.6%
Operating Expenses 9.3 9.0 8.7 8.6
Travet . - : .4 .5 .5 =6
_Learning Materials . ' 1.5 1.4 1.3 1.4
utitities : : 3.9 3.4 3.1 .0
Capital Outlay : 3.1 2.5 2.1 5.2 -
Rentals - -— - -— .5
Extraordinary items _— i s
Tota!, Objects of Expenditure ) 100.0% 100.04 | 100.0% | 100.0%
Cs Program Activities:
Academic Instruction . 22.5% 21.5% 22.2% 20.4%
Vocational Instruction ’ 29.4- 33.7 35.9 34.1
Remedial/DevelopmenTal '

Instruction 2.7 3.4 3.3 3.6
General Administration 10.9 . 10.2 9.4 8.8
Student Services ' 8.0 8.2 8.0 8.1
DPata Processing Services g 4.0 3.3 2.8 2.8
Libraries S ) 3.1 2.9 3.0 3.5
Learning Materials 1.5 1.4 1.3 1.4%%
Physical Plant Operation :

& Maintenance - 9.0 7.7 7.1 6.7
Utitities  ° o 3.9 N 3.4 3.1 3.0
Capltal Outldy 3.1 \ 2.5 2.1 5.2
Renta's i .5 .5 .6 .5
Extraordinary ltems - -— - -
Other Programs* » i.4 1.3 c 1.2 1.8
Total, Program Activities 100.0% “1oo.0% | 100.0% | 1cc.oZ

—
* |ncludes: GCo's Center #nr the Phvsicallv Disadvantaged and in FY 1978-79
and Fv 1979-80, Trinidad's Special Purpose Programs.

#% Data are from budoet documents and were develobed pursuanfrfo the budget
Instructions. Because of timing, the recently revised formula budgeting
guidelines are nc¥ reflectea therelin. '

HOTE: Morgan Corrmmity College dota are e=cluded.
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EXHISIT 4

STATE SYSTEM COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGES

DECISICN PACKAGES, A RECAP - FTE STAFFING

LEVEL OF ACTIVITY
504 | 70% 100% Fv 1979-30
A. Resijdent Instruction: .
Academic Instruction 211.6 FTE 287.2 FTE J22.3 FTE 437.2 FTE
Vocational Instruction 274 .4 440.0 676.3 . 725.3
Remedial/Tovelopmental ' ) o

Instruction ’ _ _28.2 . _47.0 65.9 82.4
‘Total, . . ' S ‘ o - ‘ g

Fesident Instruction 514.2 FTE 774.4 FTE |-1,164.5 FIE | 1,244.9 FTE

—
B. - Program AcTiviffes:_
Academic Insfruction 211.6 FTE 287.2 FIE 422.3 FTE ! 437.2 FTE
Vocationa! Instruction - . 274.4. 440.0 676.3 , 725.3
Remedial/Developmental ‘ _ ‘

Instruction - ' 28.2 47.0 v 65.9 82.4
Ceneral Administration -~ | 82.4 112.0 151.9 169.8
Student Services ' - 72.0 107.3 155.7 '90.9
Datz Processing Services 23.C - 33.5 43.1 48.7 °

. Libraries : 32.9 45.2 - 67.7 9.4
Physizal Plant Operation .
% Maintenance o 95.7 117.5 161.4 123,09 .
Other Programs* 16.6 » 21.5 25.8 . 47.8
Totz1, Program Activities 842.8 FTE |1,212.2 FTE | 1,770.1 FTE | 1,982.4 FTE

"* |ncludes: C(CD's Center for the Physically Disadvantaged and in Y 1979-8C,
Trinidad’'s Special Purpose Program request. :

NOTE: Morgan Community College data are eméZuied.
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‘ EXHIBIT 5
STATE SYSTEM COMMUNITY JUNIOX COLLEGES

DECISION PACKAGES, A RECAP - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FTE STAFFING

LEVEL OF ACTIVITY

50% 70% 1008 FY 1979-80

A. Resident Instruction:
Acacemic Instruction C41.2% 3714 36.3% 35.1%
Vocationa!l Instruction 53.4 56.8 58.1 58.3
Remedial/Developmental ' _
Instruction , 5.4 6.1 - 5.6 €.6
Total, Resident fnstruction _ 100.0% .100.0%  100.0% 100.0%¢
E. Program Activities: .
Academic, Instruction L - 25.1¢  23.7%  23.9% 22.1¢
Vocational!l Instruction - T 32.6. 36.2 38.2 36.6
Remedial/Developmental I _
Instruction ' 3.3 3.9 2.7 4.2
* General Administration: ) 9.3 8.6 8.6
Student Services ' 8.5 3.9. €.8 9.6
Data Processing Services : 3.3 2.8 2.4 2.5
Libraries - 3.9 3.7 3.8 4.9
Physical Plant-Operation & ,
Maintenance 1.4 9.7 9.1 9.3
“Other Programs* : ' 2.0 1.7 1.5 2.2
Total, Program Activities % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%Z 100.0%

* Includes: CCD's Center for the Physically Disadvanfaged and in FY 1979-30,
Trinidad's Special Purpose Program request. :

KOTE: Morgan Community College data are excluded.
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SECTION 1V @ \
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDAT [ ONS
5

A.  Summary _ .
~ Pursuant to C.R.S. 1973, 2-3-20 (2) and a letter, deted Juiy 24, 1§78,

-from Reprasentative Arthur C. Herzberger; then Chairman‘of;The Colorada
Génésa{ Assembly's Joint Bydqef Committee, Colorado's»sTaTe system community
Junicr colléges have this year conducted and }eporfed on zero-base budgef
-reviews of their ;ppropriéfed operating budgats. This repdrT and the pre-
vi0u$|y submitted "FY 1978~79 Budset Overview" preseHT a svstemwide overview
whiphhis intended .to cbmpJemenT the insTiTuTIOnaI”anafxses.- As such, they
contain 5ummaﬁies of data e;fracfed\from those repdrfs and some a2dditional
information which we believe merit attention. It is our dpinion that all of

The-repor+s: in tandem, provice a.éompoéife view of the base operations of the

. State's two-year postsecondary educational system.

3. .Conc!usinns

The zero-base budget reviews of the State system of community junior
" colleges p&ovided'fhe basis for the following conclusions:

!. That +he-community junior colleges are the mzjor insurers of
access to postsecondary educetion and that a* funding levels
ke low 100%,'s+udenf access would be severely curtailed, costs
per FTE would increase and service levels, both qualitative
and quanjifafive, would decline.

2. That Tﬁe‘:ervices provided by the colleges are important to
the citiiens residing in their service areas and that- instruc-

"tion is the number one priority in this regard;

3. That the utllization of commun ity needs analyses is the best
amethgd for assessing the educational needs of the college's
service areas, and that such analyses, in conjunction with b
student follow-up studies, serve as a viable meahs of evalu-
‘ating service delivery; ' '

Y
LI
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‘That reducticns to either a 50% or 70% activity level cannot
readily occur due to legal reguirements (e.g. H.B. 1234), the
need to allow currentiy enrolled students to complete their
programs, the impacts of seniority in RIF situations, Department
,0f Personnel rules and regul!ations which prohibit shifts to
hourly personnel, .impacts on affirmative action policies and
comp!iance theréwith, and the [ike: and +hat any such reductions
would result in the State's two-year college open-door policy
tecoming  inoperative and severely impair the colleges' capa-
bilities in meeting bond requirements in auxiliary enterprises

That high student "headcount to FTE" ratios, which are prevalent
in the two-year sector and indicative of the large number of

_ part-time students served, dramatically impact certain servnce

functions (business office, counseling, records/admissions/
registration and The-llke), whereas appropriations are general'y
developed on the basis of student FTE [evels:

That tuition rates woulr increase at the 50% and 7C% activity
levels in response to higher per FTE costs, thereby initiating
a downward enrol Iment spiral; "

}ThaT reductiors to either the 508 or 70% activity levels wouid
serlously impact -economic  development -in- the colleges' service
areas; .

The* inflation is the primary cause of increasing per student
costs, that the impact of inflation is relatively greater in
expenditure categories which are or have become esgenflally ncn-
controllable (e.g. utility costs), and that, community junior -
college fundlng has not keDTapace with escalaflng cosTs
That whereas personnel costs,;eSpecually in sinstruction, repre-
sent the largest component-of the costs of operation, such costs

-are overwhelmingly dedicated to instruction, as faculty efforts

are directed almost solely toward classroom laboratory and
related activities;

That preventive maintenance programs are needed if the State's
investment in its physical plant is to be protected and substan-
tial-future costs avoided;

-

.- That equipment replacement needs have become critical, particularly

13.

in vocational programs; -

That an urgent ne=d exists for core funding in the small insti-
tutions (Lamar, m-rgan, Otero and Trinidad);

That the twc-year sector is operating in a cost -effective manner,

" and that an additional $1 invested in the ‘community junior college

yields a potentially greater benefit, .in terms of taking students
from where they are at matriculation to successful ¢ourse and
program completion, than in the baccalaureate sector;

-

- 1k -
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19.

C.  Recommendations

That a relatively large and increasing proportion of total costs
- are becoming fixed or quasi-fixed in nature or beyond instituional
control; .

That the costs and workloads associated with external reporting
and other accountability requirements (section 504, =¥firmative
action, etc.) are ‘increasing dramatically, even thouagh they are
no+ directly related to instruction, and that such efforts are
‘diverting management attention from regular operations;

That the proposed accountability system for the State system merits
implementation, as it would be the most cost-effective method of
providing accountabilityv for the utilization of State resources in
the delivery of community junior college services.

That community Junior college costs have increased at a lesser
rate than in the baccalaureate sector; '

That the added workload associated with this zero-base budget ing
project and that corcerning capital outlay have constraines manzge-
‘ment in addressing institutional needs of a regular, one-timg or
¢crisis nature, as these projects have occurred during e time period
‘whazn internal budgeting is of utmost importance, fiscal vear audits
are .conducted, ‘regular operating budget documents must be precared
and 50 forth, and further, that this proiezt” has confributed to .
morale .problems associated with the additional workload, the diver-
sion of management attention and the identification of positions |
to be -eliminated at the 50% and 70% activity levels; and
That significant productivitytiqcreéseshhavé bei:n effected since
FY-1972-73 and that such increase are now severely testing irsti-
tutional capabiiities. . -

1,

That the FY 1979-8U operating hbudget requests reasonably reflect
the needs of the State system community, junior colleges in pro- .
viding access to and. the delivery of postsecondary educational
services in a cost-effective manner;

That the small college budgeting recommendations merit implemen-
tation; ‘ '

That H.B. 1002 merits implementation to maintain the local district

* colleges as a separate component of the two-year college sector,

thereby avoidingzsjgnificantly larger demands .on the State general
fund: " i Co .
That an equipmén% replacement factor, based on inventory levels,
be utilized 'in the determination of capital cutlay funding;

That preventative maintenance programs b; established where théy_do
not currently exist or are operating at minimal levels;

-15- 20



6, -That the accountability systen be more fully.funded and |mp1emented
in the State system,

7.. That attention be-glven to «nd action taken on the increaseing
- burden of external reporting and accountability requirements for
' purposes of eliminating duplication in this regard and bringing
the cost/benefit equation of such requirements into balance; .
- K - H
8. That greater reliance be placed on post-audit, internal auciting
‘and systemwide accountability -- as opposed to pre-audit account-
ability in the form of the number of line items, headnotes, and
footnotes -- to provide greater flexibility in coping with infla-
tionary pressures in a perlod of 7% general fund spending
restrictions; : -

9. That the zero—base budget review process- be revised‘as,fplldws:

a. That a means of avoi:ling moralzs problems associated with the
‘ identification of positions which would Le ellm:nated be
considered; :

b. That the zero-base review process be con5|dered an |nternal
management rather than a State level tool if the process is
to continue; '

c. That institutions receive earlier notification. of the intent
to. include them.in a zero-base budget review;

d.. That zero-base budéet reviews occur at a time period other
than during the regular budget and audit processes;

&

e. That mdre,time be allbwed for completion of such reviews;

f. That |nst|tut|ons not: be reqU|reu to partlcnpate in mcre than
one zero base review at any given tlme, and :
. L3 .
‘ g. That a study be made to determine whether zéro-base budget
' .reviews yield benefits above current repdrting'requirements.

16. That formulae ‘'should ‘be estahlished and |mplemented in those areas
where’ they are appllcable, so that in:titutions will have some
- o knowledge of funding lew.ls for the: succeeding.fiscal year prior
N ) to introduction of the zppropriations measure. Such action would
S facilitate planning for and stability of internal operations and
would allow for dreater attention to major issues of concern during
- budgetary deliberations between”State and collegeloff|c1als

A
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SECTION |

INTRODUCT 10N
Section 2-3-20 (2), 1973 C.R.S., states that a zero-base budget
analysis shall be complefed.for each State agency 6r institution a hknimum'of_
§nce“every five years. Pursuant to this statute and aT.The request ofg
Feoresentative Arthur C. Herzberger, then Chairman of the Colorado General:
Assemblyjs JoinT.BudgeT CommiTTee; in a letter daTed Jufy 24, 1978, the |
Colorado .state sysTem community énd\juhfor co!leges have conducted zero-bese ‘
b”daeT reviews of Thelr Fy 1978- 79 operaTnons and submitted reporTs Thergor.
_Tre purpose of this document is TO prov4de a‘systemwide perspecf:ve
for ghbsequenf analyses of the institutional fepor+s aT‘The STafe”LQvel. A
second documenf, to bg provided in‘The near fuTuré-‘wifl s;mmarizb The data
subm{TTed by the coiféées. These eFFor¢s seem warran.ed‘because of The like
nature of THésa,insTifuonns, and the facts that They are part of an operaﬁeq
: r . ’ o

" as é system wiThin the larger Colorado posT§;condarQ educafioﬁ coﬁmu&ﬁfy.“ 1+
shoutd also be rioted, here, Th31 the "Colorado Commuany Junior Colleoe
“EY 1979 80 Budscf DlgesT" is conS\dered an nmoorTanT supplemenT To These
documenTs and The.lnsTLﬁuflonaI reporTs, aslare the various FY 1979153 operating

’ ‘

‘budget requests and the zero-base ‘budget reviews of capital outlay.
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SECTION 11 .
' /// - -7 THE NATURE AND DEVELOPMENT—
’ / ' g .
’ . . OF THE

- COMPREHENSIVE COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGE

. . 3.
[y

)
orado public higher education today is perhaps the one.State

service that is generally available to all Colorado c¢itizens.. An essential
component of the higher education delivery system, and‘the one which has been
- ) ‘ ol
. the most instrumental in providing access to this State service,. is the

‘community junior college. The pursté'of this section .is to acquaint thea

[

o . " L . .
reader with the nature of. the'comprehensive community junior college as it has v
developed hationally and in Colorads.- L A S o ; T

- ’/ '

THE COMPREHENSIVE COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGE*
HE IVE Cot JUNIOR ot

The comprehensive: commur ity junior'college .is a relative newcomer to -

higﬁef education and "represents the

v a

most édvanped?stage_in,the_evojuijon,Ofm,
the junior cb]légeuddr{n§'+héIbasf'geh+uryﬂf? ’Flfhougﬁwsome experiments with

a two-year, posT—higH'school educational insTiTqTion were con¢ucted in +he_

’

'ninefeenth'éenfury, the modern Two-yéar‘colLegq is generally considered to

have orfgfnafed aT-%he turn of the century. "The first pubi?é junior col lege .\;//V//
in the United States was establishedTn-the Joliet -township high school :

disf%ic+ in JoLiQ{, Illinols, in 1902, un@e[ the Superintendent cf-The'JolieT
Township High School.“2 At about the same time, another two-year institution

. . N . . . "‘ .o .
was established in Goshen, Indiana, but was discontinued shortly thereafter.3

- -

*Reprinted, from: Jarmes L. Buysse] A Proposal for the. Presentation,
of Colorado Stat@’Sysgem Community Junior College Operating Budgets-to Colo- .
rado State Government (Unpublished disseration in partia} fulfillment of the Y
requirements for the degree' of Doctor of Philosophy in Education, University o
of I1linois, at Urbana-Champaign, 1977), pp. 49-53. S :
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- ln 1911, severzal o*her Junior cq!leges were gséablished, and, by 1915, the first

- major period'o% growth had begun.4

The emphasis during this initial phase of development was direcfed“

toward acédemie‘prog;aMS 6% boTh'é Tréasfér and a terminal 'riaTurfe.5 The-
transfer programs were designed for those sTuden+5(seeking the first ftwo years
of.m baccalaureate education, and who intended To subsequenfly transfer to a
four-year college-or university. These programs, according to Koos, wereA
b?fered for vhe following reasons:

"t. To provide opportunity to those wishing to 'round out' their
general education; . ' _

2. To allow for exploration in areas of special interest;

[y

3. To provide preparation for occupations of a éemi-proféssional

nature; and
N

L. To affect the level of cultural intergst in the local community."
Medsker notes that by 1921-22 the- junicr college ﬁovem;nt.comprised
207 Lnsfjfdfions, one-third of which were %ax-supporfed and prdviding_educa—
tional ;e?pice§\+o ha]f of the 16,000:§+udenfs enrolled.7 In the main, these
.inz;i+ufions wéfe considered anrupward exfénskOn of fhe high scﬁool, as they
were almost exclusively housea with high school UhiTS,vBITH;UQh there did
’e*is?wéarying'dégrees of separation between T he Two.‘B ’ \
- .' Thé;secohd phgse of deve[opmenf occurred befweea 1921-22 and Wor|d
_Waryll: wF%h the empHasié during this period-shifting toward vocational/tech
nical programs of av—terminal'naturé‘.9 By 1938-39, 575 junior colleges
258 of .nich were public, were in operation.]O These two—yéér institutions
were now proviqing a rather.widé\x9riety of agadémic and vocational education
opportunities in their communities.

The period sipce’l945 h~s witnessed the development cof the community

dimension of the community junior college and a rapid‘raté of growth in both

_3_
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t+he number of two-year institutions and the number of students enrolied. "By
1976, there were 1,233 community coileges enrolling ﬁore than four miltion

students. in the U.S. 1! The comprehensive community junior:college has now

_become a viable and recognized member of the postsecondary educational commu-

nity. There are several elements which characterize this institution, among

which are the following:

1. The comprehensiveness of the community junior college is derived.
fro~ +he diversity of the students it enrolls. -

2. 1* is an open-door institution, whereby it enrolls students
regardless of their previous academic achievements.

3. The community junior college is a multi-purpose institution
whose primary offerings are: (a) academic instruction, both
transfer and terminal, (b) remedial/developmental programming
in the basic skills, and (c) communitv service activities.

4, 1+ is a low-cost institu*ion, Therebvsfacilifafing access 1o
Postsecondary education for many students who could not other-
wise afford the cost of further educational pursuits.

The two-year college is an, institution in and of the community,
whose implied prerequisite is a knowledge of the geographical
area which it serves and +he developmen+t of programs related to
the educa*iona! needs contzined therein.

wn

Thus, from its rather rudimentarv beginnings, the comprehensive

~ community junior éollege has evolved into & postsecondary-educational insti-

tution wh{ch is somewhat different from the traditional higher education
institution. It is also an ins+fTﬁTion wgich is unique to American highr -
educgfion: in fact, "I+ may be said that the éommuhify college represgnfs'fhe
fulfillment of the American promise to its citizens for universal education.” '
Morgover, the communitv junior college is.uniqué\y quaiified to assist +hose

who are now realizing-tha* their past education cannot sustain them in an era

of dramatic +echnoiogical advances. " -~

H-d



THE COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGE IN COLORADO**

P—_—

The junior collegé movemen* in Colorado began in 1925 with *he opening
of Tfinidad State Junior College and Grang Junction Junior Coiiege._AThe
creation of these institutions wes: followed shortly +hereaf+er (1027) by The
achievement o* Junlnr col lege s+a+us on the part of the Qprf Lewis School of
the Colorado Agrnculfural C-1lege (Durango) which had been offerlng classes
a*t the secondary level since 1911.

In 1933 San |sabel JUnior‘College, a pfivafe two-year ins+i+h+ion,
began operations in Pueblo. This college becamé 3 publié institution
(Sod*hern Cotlorads Juninr Ccllege) in.1934 and Was renamed "Pueblo Cocunty
Junicr}Coilege" three yéérs later. Grand Junctlon Junior College was also.

renemec in 1937 (Mesa College). Additionally, another ﬁrivafe ins+itution
(Lamér Junior Céllége)»openeﬁ its doors during that same year.

The year 1941 wiénessed thefcfeation of two new junior colléges in
Colorado, LaJuﬁta Juni&r'Collége and Northeastern Junior Céllege (sterling).
~Later in that decade (1947), Lamar Junior College converted to public status.
During the 1950's, only one~new two-year coliege was created, that
ceing Rahgely Collége in 1959; howevef, the college did nof.begin'Operations
‘until 1962. Ladunta Jﬁnior College was renamed Otero Junior College in 1956.

Thus, au the advent of the 1960's, eiéht two-year colleges had been
created in Co lorado, seven of which had begun opefations.. These institutio%f:h

were located around the perlmeter of the State, with Pueblo County Junior

College being the only such institution within the Pueblo-Fort Collins

o Summarlzed from Michael McGiffert's The Hiyher Learning in Colorado,
An Historical Study, 1860-1940 (Denver: Sage Books, 1964) . passim, and the
Colorado Commission on Higher Education's "A Plan and a Process for Postsec—
ondary Education in Colorado, 1978-79 Through 1982-83, Access and Quality,"
pages |11-28 through I111-37.

-5-
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corridor. Add[fionally, fﬁé-éolleges were\sim}lar ir nature, as émphasized
Ey fhe‘uéé of the term “iﬁnior" as opposed To'"communify" college, in that
This fact réf!ecfed the desire_of The'cifizengy_in oU%lyihg areas of the
Sta*e for:access to traditional higher education programming, as such educa-
+ional op05n+uni+ies wereﬂnof ofherWise'réadily avaf!able. Also implied by
the names of the colleges wasla.éervice rolg which exfenqed beyond the
houndaries of the parfiéuJar communities in which they were housed. This
latter pofn+ was further amplified by +he changes in name at Grand Junction
(Mesé), Puebin (Puéblo County) and Ladunta (Otero).
The decade of the 1960s and the éarly 1970's brought dramatic.enroll-
' men% incréases'in posfseCOndaryveducafion, as the Sfafe'and fhe,ﬂa+ioﬁ |
affémpfed Td'exfehd educational oppofoniTy through é varie+y of mesans, such
;s student firancial aid progfamming. These'e}férfs, c?ypled with rapid
technological change and the concomitant need for technical skills training,
| retraining and upgrading, also gave impetus to the most significahf period
of develooﬁen; of the TWo—year col.lege in Colorado, especially in the urban
areas. | '
As mén+ioned above, Réngely College beqan opera+[ons in 1662, albeit -
as a branch qf Mesa College. Also in that year, Fort Lewis Qas aufﬁorized bv

*he Coloradn General Assembly to become a liberal arts college. - In" 1963 Puebio
' &

Countv Jpnior College achieved bacé;!aureafe éfafus.(Soufhé}n Colorado State ™%
Colle3§>, alfhoush it conTinued program offerings at the %wo-yéar level, and ;
Mefropc!ffan S+ete (Denver) was creafedkés a two-year col[ege.v During the
following yeér, Rangely College became an autonomous fwoivear institution.

The 1965-196E period resulted in the most striking change in the nature

of the Colorado community junior collese/m0vemenf during this era. Arapahce

-6-




Junior College (Littléton) and Colorado Mountaih College (Glenwood Springs,
Leadville) were created in 1965 and began operations in 1966 and 1967 res-

pectively. Also in 1967:

--}- The -Colorado General-Assembly created 'a State system of-community -~ -~

junior college, the State Board for Community Colleges and,
Cccupational Education as the governing board of the system and
two-year colleges in Denver (Community College of Denver). and
Colorado Springs (E1 Paso Community College;

:2. Colleges were created fn Fort Morgan (Mo?gan County Community
Cotlege) and Greeley (Aims Community College), the latter of
which begqq‘operations in that'samé-year; and

3. Baccalaur;age stétuéiwas achieved by Metropofitah;State'Co]lege.
In 1968, Lamar Junior CoIlege'was:renamed Lamar Community Coliégé and,
together with 6ter97§nd Trin[dad,,enteréd(the“%tate Sys&eﬁl”“AFgﬁahoé Junior
Micé[lége followed these institutioné into the State system f& 1970 and'changéd
its name at that time to.Arapahoe CémmuﬁftY‘Coflege.' Morgan also bégan'
operétion§ {n that ye%r and later became a member of the State system (1973).
'Mokgan‘also was renamed upon entry to Morgan community Co]lége.

The year 1979 witnessed a change to baccalaureate status at Mesa
qulegé!,although two-year programm{ng cohiinues,’énd the renaming qf Rangg]y
Qp_Colorado Northwestern 6Qmmu5ity Colleée. In 1978 the Cplorado>Genéral
'AssemblY designated_E] Paso as Pike; Peak Community College and created a
technicél‘commu;ity college in Pueblo to be compfised of the twq—year compo-
nent at SCSC (which had become ﬁhe "University og Southern Colorado" in.]975).
The History of the co&munity junior coflegé movement in Colorado also wés
capstoneq in 1978 w}th the devefopmént»bf a master plaﬁ for'CoTorado's post-
seconda;y educa;iéqal-syslem. This plan endorsed the ro{e and mission of the
.comprehensive gommunigy junior cojlege and the State's system of such in§ti-
tutions (;ee Section I11), articulated the importance of the sector as the

"foundation'' of the State's postsecondary education.efforts and, through the

_7...
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delinéafion of institutional service areas, emphasizad the Two-yeéf sector as
fhe,primary insurer"of citizen access +6 posfsécondary eﬁucafional‘programming.
. A map noting the locations of the State's cbmmunify Junior colleges is presented

Cin Exhibit 1.



. : EXH!BIT 1
MAP OF COMMUNITY JUNIQR COLLEGE LOCATIONS

STATE SYSTEM.COMMUNLIY JUNIOR COLLEGES:

" Arapshoe Community Col lege Littleton Joseph K. Bailey, Pres.
CommunIfy College of Denver . X Robert E. Lahti, Pres,

Auraria Campus Denver C ‘

“___ .. North Campus Westminster

Red Rocks Campus . Golden "= 7 .

Lamar Community College Lamar - . Billie .L. Henderson,
: ‘ ~ . " Pres: E

Morgan Community Co!lege Fort Morgan - . Robert F. Datteri, Pres.
Otero Junior College LaJunta William L. McDivitt, Pres.
Pikes Peak Community College Colorado Sprlngs Donald W. Mcinnis, Pres.
Trinidad State Junior College Trinidad Thomas W. Sullivan, Pres.

LOCAL DISTRICT COMMUNTY. JUNIOR.. coucc,es,_‘_, S

Aims Communi® y College Greeley _ Richard A. Laughlin, Pres.

Colorado Mouatain College - : - F. Dean Lillie, Pres.
-East Campus Lzadville
. West Campus L Glenwood Springs
Colorado Northwestern -
Community College Rangely - James H. Bos, Pres.
. Northeastern Junior College = Sterling Ervin S. French, Pres.
. —
) "
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CSECTION 111
- _ ROLE AND MISSION, GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

OF THE'STATE SYSTEM

K

A. Role and Missioa

Presented bq]ow is. the role and mission statement of the Colorado
community junior collégé educational delivery system as defined in the State's

postsecondary education master plan. Institutional role and mission srate-

mcnts—are—presented—+n—%he«eoliegeslﬁzero=base—budget_neview_néﬁgfis&mwk_w_;'

Source: (olorado Commision on Highér Education, "A Plan and a Process for N
Postsecondary Education in Colorado, 1978~ 79 Through 1982-83, Access
and Quality”.

The Community College and Occupatlonal Educatlon Act of 1967 pr09|des
in Sectlon 23 60 103, CTR.S: 1973, that ”postsecondary“ relates to:

. e . lnstructlon "of students over the age of sixteen’ years who

are not enrolled in a regular program of kindergarten through

grade twelve in a public, independent, or parochial school.

Theiﬁomprehensive cdmmuhity colleges are community oriented, and they'
provide opportunltles approprlate to the needs of all persons The deflnltlon
of the State Board for Community Colleges and Occupatlonal Educatlon (SBCCOE)
.of an "open-door" institution ‘is that any youth or adult may enter one of the
ipstitutidns and  be pr;:}dgd with educétidnal opportunity that lies within
his/her range of interesf a;H,ability. An open;aéor philosophy méintaigs the

v
N

opportunity for students to qualify for admissiéﬁ‘régardless of past. academic
performance, as long as it caﬁ.be dgmonstrated.that'the student can p}ofit.
from such instruction. This gu;rantees the “right to try" regardless of age __
or past achievément patterns. At the sameatime, tHe open-door concept does “

not imply the continuation of a student at the sacfjfiée of quality-or

standards of the educational programs.




A campus for.a comprehensive community college Is defined as extending

4

beyond the boundaries COnTaininQ The phvsical plant and encompasses The entire

service area of The institution. lf is .recommended ThaT resources be provided

at a level whlch will encourage del?very o*{educafional services at locaTlons

-, .
* : - .

throughout the service area.
Ordinarily the community and junior cofleges offer comprehensive pro-

/ v . - i ’ : .
. grams, including ogcupattonal education to prepare individuals for jobs, gen-

eral and pre-professional education comparable to the first two years of the

college-or university, and a broad range of programs of personal and voca-

tional education for adults. -The insﬂ\fuﬁé?s""'specifica;_|_y are dedicated to—

)

: s .
the following goals- : .

- 1. To provxde opportunity to those wnshlng to "round out" their
geners! ‘educations .

2. Tb allow for exploration 'In areas of speclal inTeré%%:
3. To prov{de éreharafion fon‘occUpaTions;iand |
4, Te iﬂcrease Th% level of cubtural Interest in the local community,
The Coloradd Commission on Higher Education (CCHE) believes Thgf the
two-year institutions must coHTinually assess the needs of their ser&ice areés,
and CCHE recommends reporting on the resu]%s'of regular studies in this regard.
CCHE‘a1so'believes that the two-year commynijQAcollege SEC%OFS as one
of Lfévfuncfions, ﬁusf provide a foundation for‘The Drogﬁessivevdgveloomen? of
a total postsecondary educational system that QilT make it possible for Colo-
rade to achieve both guafify'in terms of éxcellence of programs In all of
higher edﬁcafion, ana guaﬁfifv in terms of the needs of our peoéle for a wide ‘
' range of educational apportunities. |
Cons}sfen+ wiTh the role éfa+emen+10uflined above, it is recommende&
+ha~+ the cohprehéqsiv% Coﬁmunify aﬁd jun}or colleses have p;;mary Tesponsi-

bilitv for offering two-year degree programs in Colorado, and that the SBCCOE 4




"take a leadership role in arranging for sharing of resources with the other ¥

4

. ‘ : \
sectors to assure that the role of the community and junior college is being

fulfilled -in all areas of the State, Collegeé_&esigpafe& as area Qqcafionall
schoo.ls as:well as fhose n close proximity to area vécafionél schools have
a special coordinating responsibility. . - .

It is also recommended that the comp}ehensive cpmmﬁnny and junior
colleges assume, as a part of their roLe,’+he provision of necessary remedial

and preparatory work as a service to all sectors of higher education. This

impl ies close cooperation with institutions in other classifications as well

_as with the area vocational schools. The role of the community and junior

T TTT—— ———
TTT— s : . . . v
college sector is also assumed fo incltude.planning and cooperation with the

TT—

—

Department of Education 'to assist in the provision of General EEEESFTBh“~\-W\‘_WJWMm,

Y

“

Development (GED) programs. ,_\“J/

B. Goals and Objec+ivasn

IhsTiTu+foﬁal goals and objectives, as articulated in +the colleges’
zero—base:budgef review reports, complerent those of the State syéfem as a
Qhole, albeit somewhat more specific in nature.  The goals and objectives
of the State system, which are'derived from}*he sgcférfrole éndumission
statement, are noted below. )

Goals:
1. Student Accessf

a. To develop a delivery system of postsecondary educational
services which is accessible geographically to all Colora'n
residents;

b. To remove economic barriers to the acquisition of educatior
"beyond the high school; and

c. To insure the provision of educational services to a Colorado
population heretofore unserved by postsecondary education.

K
3
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. Quality of fnstructiené?..i L .
Ya. To promote the fdlflllment of each citizen's potentlal
. through academlc career: and developmental educatlon, and

.b. To contlnually monitor student outcomes. :
3. 4Response to Community Needs:

a. To facilitate the improvement and development of community
"~ ijunior college service areas; and : A

b. To contlnually assess and address the educatlonal needs of’
the citizens in each college's service area.

h, LACcountabilityr, . K

a. To plan, develop, cpordinéte~and fmplement State policy;'end i
. . : _ }
b. To insure accountability ‘for the utilization of State resources
’ in the provision of community junior college servnces through
tne deveIOpment of an accountability system

}Objectives 1978 79 to - 1982 -83: The objectives of the State System,

‘Which are deslgned to facilitate achlevement of these goals include:

1. lmplementatlon "of -the smaII college budgetlng t%&fﬂﬁonge s -
recommendatlons

—— «

:
2. lmplementatlon of H.B. r1022 passed’dﬁflng the 1978 sessnon of the
Colorado General Assemb]y f—“

~—

3. Development of. equnpment replacement échedules

4. 100% funding of the re5|dent |nstruct|on student/professnonal stafﬁj
_ formula budgetlng guudellnes - : :

5. lmplementatlon of steps to insure c0mpI|ance wuth SectLpn 50&

requanments. - - - |
. : N o .

. ‘ - S ) .. N
6. lmplementation-of the 1Al accounting system. o %
7. Development of comprehensfve, unlform student follow up\gfogram.

: -~ . m :
8.. lmplementatlon of an accountablllty system . \? o ;’
. .

‘9. Revrew, analysis and, where desnraqﬂe,_|mplementation-of the Blue
Ribbon Community College ;Study-Commission's récommendations.

- o .

10. jmplementation of recently revised degree program standards.

. . . - .
11. Development and maintenance of community néedslanalySIS grograms.
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12.  Improvement of sfudenf transferability to baccaladrea*e lnsflfu-

tions. : . _ o . L%
cy . D

\ e R R
13, Cosf effective implementation of_} e posfsecondary education
. master plan's role and mission staftements for the two- year sector
) and the |ns+|TuT|ons and the reso tien of fhe issues ‘oncernlng :
the two- year sector cited in Tha# plan. RS

 Additionally, it should be noted that a Blue ‘Ribbon Community Col]ege

_Sfudy Commission was appoinfed by +he'S#a+e-Board near Tne enqtof The

1977-78 fiscal yeaf. As one of nfs cha.ges, the Study Commnssnon was asked
'-3

B to conducf a revsew of the role and mlssson, goals and obJecflves of the -

’.1’1;

n 5
State's system of community Junlor colleses. After: mee+|ng for six monfhs,

fhe Study Commission's recomnendafrons were: forwarded +o Thé‘Sfafe anrd ln
the form of a final report at the December,_1978 meeTtng. The State Board

WI|| rev:ew and analyze the flndungs and recommendaflons dertved from the

sfudv for purposes of defermlnlng SUbsequen1 actien needed o

,
. kR
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SECTION |V

SYSTEMWIDE ORGAN!ZATION AND CPERATION

A. Organlzation

In this secfioﬁ, a brief réview of the organization and operation of
“the State system of community junior colleges is presented. The State Board
for Community Colleges.and Pécupafional Education was created in 1967 ag a
B;Qy corporate by;The 46+h General Assembly (C.R.S. 1973, 23-60-104).
Concurrently, the 1967 Act ". . . established a state system of community
and technical céfleges under the management and Jurisdiction of the State
Boafd for Commuynity Colleges and Occupationa! Education” (C.R.S. 1973,
55—56-201). The Community Colleges and OceupaTional'Educafioh Act also
\provided Fdr the appointment of . . . a director of occupaTioﬁalveduéaTion
and a director offcéﬁmunify and technical dolleges LWt (C.R.S. 1973
23-60-104) ‘whose responsitilities include the employmeéf of ".:. . such
professional and clerical personne! as are deemed necessary to carry out the -
duties and functions of their respective divisions." (C.R.S. 1973, 23-60-105).

The State éoard is corprised of nine members; all of whom are
appointed bv the Governor, with the advice and consent of the Senzte¥*, +g

six-year terms. The current membership is as follows:

Angelo M. Daurio, Chairman . Arvada

Mrs. Ellin R. Mrachek, Vice Chairman Aurora

Marvin W, Buckels Denver

Ernest P, Mills Lakewood
Theodore J. Poliac Vail

C. Stan Selby Colorado Springs
Or. Gwendolyn Thumas Aurora

“red Valdez Pueblo

Kirk Wagner Las Animas

* A requirement enacted during the 1978 session of the Colorado General Assembly

-17-
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ThelsTaff directors of the st%e Board for Community Colleges and
Occupational Education are Dr. Terrence A. Tollefsdn, Community Colléées and
Mr. Lloyd Lawson (Acting), Oécupa+ional EducéTfon. For purposes of this
document, af;en#ion shall be addressed *oward Thq*commuhify junjor‘colleges,'
The_dufies,'responsibi(ifies and programs of the Occupational EducaTFon Divi-
sion are sTafed in C.R.S. 1973, 23—60—301.+o 305.

The community junior éolleges are coﬁérised of State system and locatl
dié?rfcf institutions. These collegés are alike in fhat each institution is
responsfble for the delivery of community junior college services in both its
local coemmunity and the surrounding éeographical‘areas, thereby ﬁroviding
}elafive ease of access to posfseconaary zducstion for The.majérify of Colo-~
rado résidenfs. However, they djf?er'ig‘fhe manner in which they are funded
by the State and in their relationship to the State Board.

Stzte system institutions receive their education and general and
capital construction snending authority directly from state appropriations
contzined in each fiscal year's Long (Appropriations) Bill. The governing
‘board for these institutions is the State Board for Community Colleges and
Occupational EducaTion. The responsibilities of the Board: which are ves+ted
in +he‘Divisi§n cf Commuritv Colleges, regarding these institutions are as
01 lows:

"{a) To recommend .to the commission on higher education and

the general assembly the location and priorities for estab-
lishment of new community and technical colleges;

(b) To construct, lease, or otherwise provide facilities
needed for the community and technical colleges as authorized
by the general assembly; to issue in the name of the board
revenue bonds and other revenue obligations in the manner,
for the purposes, and subject to the provisions provided by
law for state educational institutions under article 5 of
this title or for junior college districts; and to refund in
theﬁname of the board revenue bonds and other revenue obli-
gations transferred to the board or incurred by the board as

_]8_
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provided in this article, such re%dnding to be undertaken
pursuant to article 54 of title 11, C.R.S. 1973;

(¢) To fix the tuition and fees to be charged in-the - 4
community and technical colleges. The board.shall fix tui-
+ion in accordance-with the level of appropriations set by
+he general assembly for such institutions; B

(d) To approve the appointment Gt the chief administrative
officer of each communitygand technical college; )

(e} To recommend and review )
ment of curriculums and for mzjor changes in curriculum,
subject only to the review function of the commission on
higher education relating”to forma! academic programs;

proposals for the establ ish-.

'f) To define the requiréments of appropriate degrees
and certificates and to authorize the award thereof in
+he community and technical col leges subject only to the
review function of the commission on higher education
relating to formal academic programs;

(g) To develop a plan with the governing boards of baccalaureate
degree granting universities and colleges of the state which
will assure maximum freedom of transfer of students between
local junior colleges and community and technical colleges
under the direct control of the board-and such universities
and colleges;

(h) To receive, review and transmit with recommendations to the
commission on higher education and the general assembly both
QEz;:}ing and capital budget requests of the community and
te ical colleges; :

(i) To plan, in cooperation with other state agencies, Thg
al location of federal funds for instructional programs and -
student services, including funds for vocational and tech-
nical education and retraining: and '

(j) To determine policies pertaining to the comminity and
+echnical colleges, subject only “c +he functions and powers

assigned by law ta the commission on higher education
relating to formal academic programs. "

C.R.S. 1973, 23-60-202

Additionally, each State éystem college has a local college council

comprised of residents from the geographical area surrounding the particular

_]9_
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.ihstitution,.which serves as“an interface between th State Board, the
college and the cdmmunity. The duties of thése councils are:
. - —————— : .
- o '""(a) To review the qualifications of individuals seeking
an appointment as chief administrative officer of the
college and to emply, subject to the prior approval of.
the board, the chief administrative officer;. .

(b) To recommend the annual budget tb the board, through
‘the chief administrative offlcer; .

‘ " (c) To recommend, to the chiéf administrative officer
' and through him to the board, proposals regarding occupa-
tional and other curriculums, student services, and public

service activities and to adopt any such proposals approved
by the board;

(d) To confirm appointments to the professional staff as
recommended by the chief adminstrative officer;

(e) To review campus development plans and programs for
individual buildings for recommendation to the board through

_the chief administrative offlcer,

(f) To advise in such other areas of management as are deemed
advisable to the board and, .generally, to be a liaison
between the college and the region it serves. '
C.R.S. 1973, 23-60-206
The local district community junior colleges, on the other hand,
receive their funding via entitlement grants for Colorado residents students.
These colleges are governed by '‘college commlttees ) which are comprised of
members elected, ‘according to statute, by the people in the local districts.
The duties of the State Board, which are lodged within the Division of
Community Colleges, with respect to these institutions are as fol lows:
1. Collection of the data necessary to make budget requests
for Direct Grants to Junior College Districts (C R.S. 1973,
23-71-301, as amended);

2. Receive and audit FTE entitlement reports from the.district
colleges-and make grants as directed by C.R.S. 1973, 23-71-3102,
as(amended;

3. Refine policy and procedures, as necessary, for the admin-

istration of the Grants to Junior College Districts as pro-
vided in C.R.S. 1973, 23-71-301, as amended;

-20- | /\
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4. "(a) Exercise all powers and perform all duties now vested
in the s*tate board of education or in the commission of
education with respect to local junior colleges;

(b) Review and make'recommendanionéyconcerning requests

by ‘any local junior college for appropriations for cepital
construction before such requests are submitted fo the )
commission on higher education and the general assembly; anc

(c) Provide such junior colleges with such technical
assistance as they may request." |

C.R.S. 1975, 23-60-203 ™\

B. Operation

One can view the State system and localvdistrict community junior
colleges as comprising subsystems of the Colorado two-year postsecondéry
edﬁcational sector. These groupings of institptions are alike in role and

mission, services offered, diversity of clien+ele, service érea orientation
and the like. They differ, as noted earlier g#in terms of funding methods
and governance and, 2s é‘resulf, in their relationships to the State. The
remainder of this discussion-shall be focused on the State system colleces,
alThouthsome of the following comments apply to both groups. -
Tying the system together (see Exhibit 2) is the State Board's Division
of Communi*“y College; with a currently authorized sTaffiﬁé.Jevel'of 6.0 FTE,
4.0 of which are exempt, and a budget which comprises 0.46% of the total
appropriated operating exoendiiﬂreé of the State system two-year college;.
The duties and responsibilities of the Division staff, which are listed below,
fall within two broad cétegories: (1) Those involving the administration of‘
the State system, wherein the Division fuhctfons as staff to fhe State Board
in the exercise of its statutory responsibilities; and (2) The provision of
services to the colleges, e.g., serving as an interface between. the colleges
and various State agéQSies, assisting in the performance of a variety of

activities which are beyond the staffing capabilities of some or all of the

_2]_
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,
institutions (internal auditing, research, etc.) and the like. In fulfilling
its'roie, the staff meets frequently with college officials, both in Denver

and at the campuses, and engages in.frequent telephone conversations. Also,

- the Division and institutional 'staff have organized several groups for pur-

poses of addressing managemeht issues, e.g., State System.Accounting Commi ttee,
Budget Advisory Group and so forth.

The activities in which the Division staff engageslinclude:

1. Budgeting: operating and capital construction budget request
development and budgetary control;

2. Accounting: policies and procedures, audit recommendatio
implementation; '

3. Program, physical and master planning;
b, Program and curricuium development and evaluation;

5. Contracts: leases, personnel, construction, bonds and others
‘as required;

6. Interpretation and implementation of State policy;-

7. Management Information Systems: planning, research, account-
ability; ‘
8. Automated data processing;
9. Federal proérams;
10.  Due Process ﬁolicies and procedures;

11. Enrollment reporting and analysis;

12.  Development and implementation of State Board policies‘énd
procedures; - ’

13. Administration of the FTE entitlement grants program;

14. Systemwide fringe benefits: insurance, tax sheltered annuities
and related benefits;

AI,IS. Provision of information requesﬁed by various agencies; and

16. Capital construction projects. \
A\
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EXHIBIT 2

. RGANIZATION OF THE COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGE SECTOR

| State Goard for Community Col leges

‘and Occupational Educatlon

)

l ‘
Division of Occupat ional

Community Educat ion

Colleges ~Division

Administration of Statute/Service Governance/Coordination/Service

Entitlement Gra;;;“f_._ College Committees ‘J . State System |- Local College Councils

Program . -

-4 Aims Community College

-1 Colorado Hountain College‘

fﬁolorado Northwestern
~1{ Community Col ege
N

Northeastern Junior
College

' Afapahoe Community College

Community College of Denver]

Lamgr Community College ‘

Morgan Community College

Otero Junior College

— '
"""LPIkeS Peak Community College

|| Trinidad State Jynior College




NOTE: - These activfiies are of &n oﬁgoiné nature; a&ditionally, spécidl
i8sues in these and others afeas arise eacﬁ year and absorb éigﬁificant staff
timé. 'Itlshoﬂld also bé noted that a 40% éfdff reduction in FY 1976-7?”ha8
severely curtatiled the Division.siaff’s capabilities, as one can readily * . .

observe by comparing the current staffing level with the above responsibilities.’

AddiTionalfy, the. State systen community junfor col leges and the
Division of Cpmmunify Colleges staff méinfainfoﬁgoing reléfionships.wifh a
vqr{e%y of federal,‘STaTe and local agencies. Further, it has ofTen.been
state in récen? vears that Coloradois postsecondary educaTioﬁaI.sys%em'is in
chaos or buT—onCOnTrol; esﬁecially as regard; ébending.v.However, é feview of

!only the State executive and legislative groups with which Thé.Two—yeaE
colleges become idvolved Qould‘seemlfo counter this assumption. All of These;
.aroups effectively monitor, albeif in varying degrees énd defail; the activi-
ties of the colleges. Such:aéfivi%jes réquire aisignificanf’exbendifure of -
time and fesources on the part of Tﬁé colleges and result in quasi—governance
impacts on The<in5+iTuTions. Moreovér, duplication often exists in this regard.
v . Based upon this review, it quicgly becomes obvious that a governiné
board merely represents the mos™ visible elémenf of the governance mechénism
ésfabli;hed by the State-over its posTéeconaary educational fnsTiTuTions. |

Of'deepesf Conéern, here, is the fact that the ‘rules and regulations of
1Y

\\

exfernalvégencies often affect the kinds and modes 6f insfrucfional}:}ferings,
proce-

even though the intent was actually directed towards administrative
dures.

Based ubon a cursory revfew, i.t was noted that the following State

agencies become involved:

1. Colorado Commission on Higher Education and staff: Program review .
and approval; budget review; financial aid administration; out-
reach program administration; master planning; accounting standards ;
coordination and oversight; etc. ' “ 4

-24-




N,

- o o \

t . a

2. GoverningﬁBoard-and staff: Admlnlstratlon of institutional operatlons

3. J0|nt Budget Committee and staff: Budget review; appropriation of
operating and capital constructlon budgets; -footnotes; headnotes;
line items; budget execution; special projeots, e.g., zero-base

" budget reviews; and supplemental ‘information requests.

. y : _ .
L. legislative Audit Committee, State Auditor: Fiscal year audits;

- student FTE audits; and“other audits.

Y House and Senate Edtcatlon Commlttees Oversight; policy; and
legislation. '

'

- 6. Legislative Council: Research studies on a variety of topics.

7. State Approving Aéency: Veterans and related requirements.

L

8. State Board’ for ..Communi ty Colleges and Occupatnonal Education
(Occupational Education Division): Occupational programs -- review
and approval; student follow-up- reporting; regulation; etc.

"9, Attorney General's Office: ) Legal assistance and representatlon,
op|n|ons

10. Division of Accounts and Control: “Fiscal rules; accounting policies

and procedures, budget executlon, and central data collection and
_ processing. : a

—
N o
,

11. DIVISiOh of Automated Data-Processing: Budget review; planning;
.coordination; and administration. :

12. Division of Communications: ' Mode of communications networking.

i3.' Division of Purchasing: Procedures; administration.

14. Department of Education: Recertification; local school district
interrelationships. .

15. Auraria Board: Administrétion;'coordination.

16. Division of Local Government - Property Taxation: District college
budgets.

17. Department of Personnel: Staffing; staff quallflcatlons and compensa-
t|on, procedures, hearings, etc.

18. Office of State Planning and Budgeting: 'Operating budgets; and
buuget execution; capital constructlon, indirect cost recoveries; and

special projects.

P

19, ‘Various boards within the Department of Regulatory AgencieSB Enroll-
ment reporting; program requirements.
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' 20." Department of Treasury: Financial affairs.

21, Degg;tﬁent of Labor and Employment: Employment and program needs. -

22. Statutes: ‘H. B.” 1234 (Due Process): etc.

23. Baccalaureate Institutions: Articulation.

v ) -26-
i : .




g

SECTION V .

SYSTEMNle ACCOMPL FSHMENTS

Presente be%ow i;;a'fisting of ‘some of the State's system.of cofmunity
junior colfeges recent accomplishmgnt?. Specific institutjoﬁél achievements
are idertified -in the CQJIeges‘ zero-base budget reviéws andbsudget'r;guést.
documents . o . | .

FY 1974-75 Through FY 1977-78

1. Development of an anternal audltlng manual - and several internal
- audit p,ograms

2. Development of ‘an accountlng manual and a uniform chart of
accounts;.

il

3. -Completion of an information systems study and the deve]opment
of recommendations related thereto; :

4. Provision of comminity junior college services to 20,988.3 FTE
and an average student headcount per term of 29,635 in FY 1977-78,
or an increase ‘in service levels of 55.6% and 56.8% respectlvely
during the past five years;

5. Cost- benefit study of Several'accountlng systems and the selection
of a system for |mplementat|on in State system community junior
colleges; initiation of accounting system implementaticn at

__ Arapahoe Community College and the Commuhity College of Denver;

. 6. Refinement of the State Board's FTE'Guideli”e§ium

1. Leadershlp role in the development of higher ‘education FTE
" guidelines and participation in a variety of formula budgetlng
efforts; .

8. .Serving as principal representative in capital construction pro-
'~ jects totalling approximately $33 million (FY 1976-77) and con-
. _ tinued service as -principal representative in ongoing capital
- construegtion projects totalling approxumately $10 million and new
' projects of about $2 million (FY 1977-78); :

9. The Ftudy of collectlve bargalnlng |ssyes and approaches;

- 10. Provision of assistance to local district co]leges for the
v ) . development -of budget request documents pursuant to statutory
- ' - requurements,_

) 11. lmprovement in fiscal year audits;

. -27-
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12. »Updating of the’ State Board's policy manual;
13, .AnaI¥515 and resolution of The dlfferences beTween the hlgher edu-.“
. ~ cd@tion (CCHEQ and CTaTe Board § FTE gu1dellnes,, :

"14. Enhancement of the communl#y Junlor college enrollmenT reporting
i sysTem .

-

15. Participation-in The development of a State plan for postsecondary
° educaflon

16. Development of an admnnlsfraflve due process polucy,
17. The\esfabllshmen+ of a "Blue“Ribbon Commission" to sTudy community

colleges -in Colorado after the first decade of operation; the final
reporT is .now printed; and . :

Planned: 1978-79

o
1. The assessmenT of programs,. poI|CIes and operaflons after recelpT
"ot the Blue Rlbbon Commlss:on s report; ’ v

Z. 'ConTrnueﬁ melemenfaflon of. The 1Al accounting system; .

B
- 3. lmplemen+a+|on of those sections of the State plan for postsec-

ondary education which are apparenTIy appl1cable to’ community
'cclleges _

4. Participation in.TheldeveloﬁménT of the small college budéefing L
proposals and in the administration, library, physical plant and
~ student-services férmula budgeting efforts;

5. Fﬁrtherlrefinemenf of the State Board's FTE guiaelines;

6. Complétion of the FY 1978-79 zero-base budgeting'projects (capital
.. outlay and community junior college appropriated operating budgets);
L4 ) : . .o

7. Improvement of enrol iment reporting practices and the elimination of
unnecessary duplication in this regard; :

8. Enhancement of student follow-up processes;

: 9. Assistance to the State Board of Agriculture in separating 'Pueblo
., Vocational/Techfical Community College' from the University of
Southern Colorado, as provided for in S.B. 81 passed by the 1978
session of the Colorado General Assembly; and

10. Development and appllcatlon of associate degree designations and
standards for adoption as State Board policies.

T

- ]
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I o .7 SECTION Vi

- &,

S e - BUDGET ING
: o AND THE
ZERO-BASE BUDGET REVIEW PROCESS
1 | h / ~
Budgeting has assimed a new importance in today's world of shrinking

resources. . Anshen has stated that:
<
. = . - B 7- .
"It is the essence' of decision- making, therefore, to choose
s among alternative ends and to ration scarce means-to their
‘accomplishment. At this level of description, no 5|gn|f|-
cant distinction exists be tween profit and nonprofit
organizations, or between private and public organlzations
All require the ordering of goals, the analysis of their
relative contributions to the great aims of the total under-
taking, the development of plans, the measurement of alterna--
. tive resource inputs and their relation to the progress toward
" objectives, rational choice of feasible ends, allocation of
means, monitoring of progress, and appralsal of resdlts. The
budget process js the activity through which this work is done.
The budget is the instrument rough which the process is
" made operational. nly. (jfﬁ

\ ‘ |
‘\‘._ ! - ) ’ ) ‘ -
y i ; - .
\ : - . - . . H
;\ - " Based upon this definition and a review of +he |iterature, several key
: o | . X v
\ elements inherent in budgeting have\Eee denflfled They are:
b K T ' - '
\ S M1 The budgef must be a plan. _ | N
\ | - hd @
\ - 2. The plan must be expressed. l:}ferms of bofh revenues'
k - and eXpenduTures.‘ % g
1 - : A .
“«.. % 3. The time period fo which +heibu'ge+ refers, generally B
N one fiscal year, must be specified. oA
py . ; '
‘4, The bJecfives contained in fhé plan must relate to the
prevjﬁliﬂg goals of the total organization.
_% v5. The budgefary plan should evolve from the eonSIderaflo of
alternative courses of qcflon.
6. ‘The budget must be adminlstered and controlled throughout
S _f the budget period to determine any varlatlons from the
' stated plan of operation.
7. The results of the budget should be monitored and evalu- .
. ated in relathhpn to its ob%bctives, both during and at the
end of the budget period." .
. ‘ . ' P2 . * 1Y
o . . - - =293- oot




For budgeting fo prove effeci.ve in an organization, each of these
elements must bebincluded. Over the years, a vériefy of approaches have been
designed to assis* organ’ _ations in this regard. They_afe

1. Traditional or line item budgeting;

2. Performance budgeting, the most notzble variation of which is
formula budgeting;

2. Prog?am budgeting; and:

4., Zero-base budgeTinQ.

A brief review of the history of “.ese approaches is instructive.

"Prior to the turn of the cenTurye there was little concerh.expressed
about the need for budgeting of governméﬁfal resources due to the lack of
serious financial pressures.”3 Howevefé an;incfeasing concern oanhe part of
the public about governmental expenditures and ac#ivifieé led +o Thé enachenT.

of fhetBudéeT and Accounting Act by the Federal government (1921). Line itfem

'budgefing was then developed in response to ‘this legisiation.

Briefly; [ine iTem.budgeTing focused primarily on expenditure control.
The iine }Tem budgef displays the functional coﬁponenfs of an organization and
+he objects cf ekpenditure in each (e.g. personal services, travel anc The
like)l. Addiffonally, incremental analysis is gererallv employed in budget
reviews. Tne primary advantages of this budoetary approach are the provisions
of acceountability and Thé furnishing of usefu! information for personnel |
rmnagenant. However, this approa:h al so ;as seve}al significant |imitations,
including: | |

1. A focus on what the organizafﬁbn huys rather than what it does,

and *he concomitant failure to nc*e that expenditures are incurred

- for the benefits to be derived therefrom;

The assumption inherent in incremental analysis that the budgeT
tase is the starting point;

)

3. An increase in\&PTerde:arfmenTal competition;

The difficulty of relating expencitures to obiectives and outputs:

I

~
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5. The ]ack of” provusuons for eva]uat|n9 a]ternatlve courses of action;
and '

6. A substantial -degree of inflexibility in budget executlon, especially
in addressing needs of an ‘emergency nature.

In balance, line item budgeting suffered from its almost singular

- emphasis on con?rdl to the exclusion of the other key eieménts mentioned
earlier jin this sectiod, although it did repreéent a dramatic step forward in
governmental budgetary practices. Shortly after World War 11, pérforménce
‘budgeting was récommended by the Hoover Commission as a replacement for the
line item approach. This methodology was primarily concerned with improv{ng
the efficiency of dperation:. .

PerformadcéAbudgeting attempted to relate the things purchased by an
organization and the activities perfofmcd. Major elements inc1ddé the“devel~
odd;;;rof acfiyity classifications, performance measures and standards and
performance';eports. Of'priﬁarxiinAortance for analwtical purposés are work-
load data. However, despite Fhe fact that performancs budgeting represented

a significant improvement in governmental budge:zing theory, its deficiencies

became obvious in practice:

1. It was not generally favored by central budget staffs because of
a percelved loss of control. -

2. The adequacy of present service levels was not addressed.

-~

3. A great deal of statistical analyses were requured thereby
necesaltatlng a large computational capability. ’

. Al though suffering from the same general advantages aﬁd weaknesses of
performance budgeting, those associatr | with formula budgeting, the most ”\\\

common and accepted variation of this approach, merit comment. They include:

Advantages:

"1. The provision of uniformity and ease of budget preparation and
presentation;

()

~
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2. The.provision of objective cost and productivity measures,
+hereby facilitating comparisons and the more equitable dlsTrl—
bution of resources between organizaflons,

3. The mInimizaTion of inTerorganizaTional rivalry and conflict
between state officials and agencies/institutions; and

4.; The provision of more adequate levels of support for all gréups,
. not necessarily the ones with the most political clout.™?

Disadvantages:
1. The difficulty associated y;gh relating a formula budgeT to a

Iong range plan;

2. Problems of llnearlfy; especnal}y as regards +he lack of prOV|5|ons
for start-up costs; >

(WY

The presence of fiscal iﬁcenffves which can encourage the seeking
of formula loopholes; . - / :

4. The facT that formulas can relate only tg Tq/quan+1f|able oquuTs
and .

.5. The possibility that even though equity is provided, all organi-
Zations or units Thereof could be funded at equally insufficient
!eve|s. :
In sum; formula budoeflno appears mo st approprlafe for those areas in which
workloads are readily quantifiable and obJecflves commonly acknowledged.
Proaram bUdgeTihg succeeded the performa;cetapproach aﬁd consisted of
- these phasés: (1) planniﬁg; (2) programmnng, and (3) budoeflng The emphasis
on plannlnﬁ dlsfnngu15hes prooram budceT:no from other approaches and represenTs
a response to one of the mos+t sefnous concerns"regqrdlng the performénce;
ap@roach; A major contribution of program budéeting ié\thé classification
structure which attempts to link those activities with commoﬁ“quectives. The
method of analysis comprises cost-benefit fechniques and the evéjbatjon of
alternative courses o} action. This involves '"an attempt to maximiz;.the
present value of all benefits ]ess that of all costs, if both can be expressed

in identical units, of it this cannot be accomplished, to maximize the gain for

a specified cost or the minimum of costs for achieving a specified gain.”7
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Unfortunately, however, program budgeTiné has not achieved its promise
in higher education or in general government. Although there are a variety of
adVanTageS'(namely greater familiarity with organizational programs, an

emphasfs oH,Uong-range planning and improved analytical techniques), the dis-

advantages are nct easily overcome. They include:

1. The need for advanced and costly data collection and processing
capabilities;

2. The difficulTy of quanfifying-educafional and governmental outcomes;

. The inability to include all factors in the analytical phases; and

4. The dl“lculfy associated wnTh developlng a classnflcaflon structure
comprlsed of”jofally independent programs.

The most regent budgetary lnnovaflon to emerge is the comprehensive or
zero-base approva}& In reality, it is a variation of program budgeting, with
“+he program approach assuming the macroe;onbmic and zero-base budgeTing the

microecononic views. Zero-base budgeting consists of two basic processes:

1. The development of decision packages which lnvolves the analysis
of organlga.lonal activiiies:; and

The ranking of the decision packaoes in order of their importance,
with the rankings generally uT|l|21ng cost-benefit dnalySIS.

[N

It does not appear, however, that zero- base budgeflno will fare any
be*ter than ths pr‘gram,approach, becau%e IT suffers the same overrldlng dis-
advanfaoés. JrTHer, Peter Pyhrr, the architect of fhe zero-base éoncepf,
amfli‘ies Thls conTeﬂflon by stating that "The general problems experienced
in implementing program budgeting reflect some of the éame'fyoe of general
prcblems encountered in installina zero-bése_budgefing in Georgia, and seem to
refiect +the nature of thé animal--government."®

To summarize the foregoing historical review of governmenta! budgeting,
each approach seems to suffer from'an empbasis cn one key element of budgeting

a® the expense of the others. Further, the increasing complexity associated



\t\,.

with each.5ucceeding innovation reflects a desire fo develop "the! total

information system. As Pyhrr notes, "The dream of the systems designef'is

S
to develop a computer system or network ofv;ysfems to provide all levels of
management with all information and ahalys}s required for decision-making and

effective management of operations."'® But, although "the computer capa-
bifities and technology exist today for the desian, impfemenfafion, and“infe-
.grafion of z total information system, the cost of designing, implementing,
maintaining, and operating such a sysfeﬁ becomes rapidly prqhibifivé as we
complicate the system in an attempt to provide the information that manage—k
~ ment needs.”]1 [+ is éénfénded, here,.fhaf'a more apﬁropriafe.view wou'ld
consider budgefiﬁg as only one of sevg{al systems needec for managemenf
‘purpoées,-bLT a system which must interface with.the other systems ff it is
to be effectively utilized. Fﬁktﬁér, since a cost-effective budgeﬁingbsystem
should contain all key elements, it onld-seem highly probably that such 'a
system could be developed by selecting features of the methodologies
discussed qbove.
in Colqrado postsecondary education, budgeﬁing~has become a year=round
éctivit; with frequent overlaps between bUdgetary efforts directed toward two
fiscal-years. The current system utilizes a cOmEination*of liné—itgm and |
formula bUdgeting'techniques. AQditionally, in the recent past, somé efforts
at.program budgeting have been made, afbeit_unsgécessfullyf ThelfaIIUre‘gf
such attempts reflects the problems associated wjth‘ﬁhe progfam abproach and
the fact that they were merely superimposed over, rather than replacing, the

system presently in use,

Most recently, zero-base budgeting has been implemented in Colorado.

‘Here again, however, this approach is in addition to the utilization of the

pos tsecondary education budget system. A variety of problems have resulted
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‘during the current fiscal yeér'with the advent of zero-base budgeting tech-
niques in the ana]yéis.of'appropriated operatingAqugets in the State system
;ommunity juniof colleges. These include? ‘ .

1. It has proven difficult to define programs which are totally
independent because of the many interrelationships involved.
Further, as Steiner notes, ‘programs may be defined differently
cepending upon the level of decision-making involved, with
decisions made at higher levels (i.e., the State leve]) requiring
more comprehensive programs.l2 Unfortunately, the level of:
comprehensiveness required for State level analysis is not

easily defined. Although, in general, the zero-base project
seems to Fo]]ow Steiner's concept, there do exist some imnortant
exceptlons ) '

2. As-could be predlcted quantlfylnq beneflt has proven extremeiy
dlfflcu]t and Frustratlng ) :

;3. _Insufficient time was provided for completion of the project.
This situation resulted from the following circumstances:

< . -

a. Relatively late notice as to the ftwo-year sector's involve-
ment in 3 zero-base budget review {July 24 197% -- a time
when regular operating budget request development is in
progress; , e '

b. A second zero-base budget project (capital ouclay;, which
required substantial time and ::ffort on the pirt of collzge
. . staff, also had ¢c be’completed during the same time frame;

c. The time frame overlapped that of fiscal year audits, regular
operating hudget processes, significant internal budgeting
requirements associated with the advent of a new fiscal year
“and other management requirements of an ongoing or emeygenty
nature, and

. . d. lnsufficient time for gathernng fﬁb data nece:sary to adequately
cenduct a zero base review.

. Because of the resultant extreme workload, staff moraio became a o
probtem, especially when attention had to be duverted from regular
and recessary management activities.

4, Morale problems also were created hy the fdeantification of positions
which would be reduced at :the 50% and 70% levels. This resulted
from the -2cognition by staff of the priority assigned their posi-
tions vis a vis other positions within the institutions.

5. The relationship of the 50%, 70% and 100% activity levels remain
ambiguous. .Further, the usage of fixed points si'‘ch as these do
not provide the flexibility necessary to engage in a viable. zero-base

budget revisaw.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Based upon our experience; zero- base budgeting seems to be a
better tool for internal management purposes, if carefully and
properly structured than for external reporthg. ' »

The cost/benefit relatlonshlp of the zero-base budget review is

, not readily understood vis a vis the myriad of other external

reportlng requirements.
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